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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is responsive to communication received 09/29/2006 - 
Amendment. 

« 

Claim 2 has been canceled, as directed. 

Claim 18 stands withdrawn from further consideration as being drawn to a non- 
elected invention. 

Claims 1 and 3-17 remain pending. 

Following is a non-final action on the MERITS: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Sun 
('685). As to claim 1 , note major body (11) comprising a sole, striking plate and a 
weight (21) that may serve as the claimed "ribbon". Further, note minor section (12) 
comprising a crown and hosel section of non-metallic construction. As to claim 4, the 
hosel is clearly seen as extending upwardly from the crown surface. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 3, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sun ('685) in view of Murphy ('847). Sun differs from the claimed invention in that 
Sun does not specify that the minor body comprise the specific non-metallic material 
claimed, nor does Sun specify a hosel section extending downward from the interior 
surface of the crown. Note, Sun does state that the minor body may include suitable 
plastic (column 2, line 28). Moreover, Sun does detail that this plastic may be used in 
combination with metallic materials such as aluminum or titanium (column 2, line 30). 
Murphy shows it to be old in the art to fabricate the upper crown portion of a hollow 
wood-type club head from composite material such as plies of carbon pre-peg sheets 
while making the lower sole section from a material such as titanium or stainless steel 
and having a higher specific gravity than the material of the crown, the reason being to 
help lower the center of gravity and desirably affect the weight distribution of the head. 
See col. 1 , lines 53-65 in Murphy. In view of the patent to Murphy, it would have been 
obvious to modify the device in the cited art reference to Sun by taking advantage of 
lighter composite materials for the crown section and heavier metallic materials for the 
sole portion, the motivation being to create a more desirable weight distribution. 
Specific to claim 3, Murphy obviates the use of a hosel portion placed interior with 
respect to the crown portion. 

Claims 5, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sun ('685). As to claim 5, although Sun does not detail the exact claimed 
dimension for the thickness of the crown, it would appear that the skilled artisan would 
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have found it obvious to size the crown based upon the characteristics of the material 
being used, with the thickness being commensurate with the amount of structural 
integrity required for the crown, considerations with respect to the desired amount of 
overall club head weight taken up by the crown and the method for manufacturing the 
crown. As to claim 8, although Sun does not detail the exact mass dimensions for the 
minor and major bodies defined above, Sun does provide some particular mass 
dimensions for the various parts of the head, noting that the major body (i.e., male unit) 
has a weight that is 1.85 to 2.35 times greater than the weight of the minor body (i.e., 
the female unit). These disclosed proportions appear to reflect the criteria set forth by 
the claimed invention, wherein the minor body may be less than one-half the weight of 
the major body. Moreover, it would appear that the claimed mass limitations are not 
critical. Rather, the claimed dimensions are selected based upon the overall weight 
distribution desired and further based upon the particular materials selected for the 
various club head parts. The skilled artisan would have found it obvious to tailor the 
weight of the head, given the suggestions in Sun that the weight of the head is variable. 
As to claim 9, while Sun does not detail a volume measurement, the skilled artisan 
would have found it obvious to provide a volume between 300 cc and 500 cc, as 
claimed, since this volume range is well within the range of volume most commonly 
recognized by "wood-type" club head. Note, the Sun device does indeed take up 
"volume", even though the club head is not necessarily hollow. It is noted that the claim 
language does not preclude a club head body that is not substantially hollow. 
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Claims 10-12 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sun ('685) in view of Zeider ('224) and Elmer ('660). As to claims 10-12, although 
Sun lacks a suggestion of plural minor bodies, it is clear that if a clubmaker had desired 
to fabricate a set of clubs, then the teachings of Zeider and Elmer would have obviated 
the inclusion of plural bodies in which the lie and loft of the club head may be changed. 
Here, Zeider teaches that the hosel orientation may be changed to alter the lie and loft 
of the head; thereby suggesting the use of a plurality of club heads, each having a 
diverse lie and loft angle. Elmer further obviates the notion of plural club head bodies 
by suggesting that club heads may comprise first and second body elements that are 
removably attached to one another to help customize a club head according to a 
golfer's preference. See col. 5, lines 38-65 in Elmer. As to claim 15, although Sun 
does not detail the exact mass dimensions for the minor and major bodies defined 
above, Sun does provide some particular mass dimensions for the various parts of the 
head, noting that the major body (i.e., male unit) has a weight that is 1 .85 to 2.35 times 
greater than the weight of the minor body (i.e., the female unit). These disclosed 
proportions appear to reflect the criteria set forth by the claimed invention, wherein the 
minor body may be less than one-half the weight of the major body. Moreover, it would 
appear that the claimed mass limitations are not critical. Rather, the claimed 
dimensions are selected based upon the overall weight distribution desired and further 
based upon the particular materials selected for the various club head parts. The skilled 
artisan would have found it obvious to tailor the weight of the head, given the 
suggestions in Sun that the weight of the head is variable. 
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Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sun ('685) in view of Zeider ('224), Elmer ('660) and Murphy ('847). Sun in view of 
Zeider and Elmer has been discussed above. Sun, as modified, differs from the 
claimed invention in that Sun does not specify that the minor body comprise the specific 
non-metallic material claimed. Noted, Sun does state that the minor body may include 
suitable plastic (column 2, line 28). Moreover, Sun does detail that this plastic may be 
used in combination with metallic materials such as aluminum or titanium (column 2, 
line 30). Murphy shows it to be old in the art to fabricate the upper crown portion of a 
hollow wood-type club head from composite material such as plies of carbon pre-peg 
sheets while making the lower sole section from a material such as titanium or stainless 
steel and having a higher specific gravity than the material of the crown, the reason 
being to help lower the center of gravity and desirably affect the weight distribution of 
the head. See col. 1 , lines 53-65 in Murphy. In view of the patent to Murphy, it would 
have been obvious to modify the device in the cited art reference to Sun by taking 
advantage of lighter composite materials for the crown section and heavier metallic 
materials for the sole portion, the motivation being to create a more desirable weight 
distribution. 

Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sun ('685) in view of Murphy ('847) and Hocknell ('604). Although Sun does not 
detail the exact mass dimensions for the minor and major bodies defined above, Sun 
does provide some particular mass dimensions for the various parts of the head, noting 
that the major body (i.e., male unit) has a weight that is 1 .85 to 2.35 times greater than 
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the weight of the minor body (i.e., the female unit). These disclosed proportions appear 
to reflect the criteria set forth by the claimed invention, wherein the minor body may be 
less than one-half the weight of the major body. Moreover, it would appear that the 
claimed mass limitations are not critical. Rather, the claimed dimensions are selected 
based upon the overall weight distribution desired and further based upon the particular 
materials selected for the various club head parts. The skilled artisan would have found 
it obvious to tailor the weight of the head, given the suggestions in Sun that the weight 
of the head is variable. While Sun does not detail a volume measurement, the skilled 
artisan would have found it obvious to provide a volume between 300 cc and 500 cc, as 
claimed, since this volume range is well within the range of volume most commonly 
recognized by "wood-type" club head. Note, the Sun device does indeed take up 
"volume", even though the club head is not necessarily hollow. It is noted that the claim 
language does not preclude a club head body that is not substantially hollow. 
Although Sun fails to disclose the claimed coefficient of restitution (COR) and moment 
of inertia (MOI) values, the incorporation of these items within Sun would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to enhance the striking characteristics of the 
club head in view of the patent to Hocknell, which shows it to be old in the art to include 
a COR within the claimed range and a MOI within the claimed range, the reason being 
to offer a club head with greater forgiveness and reduced twisting during off-center 
shots. 

Claims 1, 6, 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Cackett ('592). As to claim 1 , note that forward section (60) may serve as the claimed 
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"major body", wherein section (60) comprises a portion of the sole and striking plate and 
further includes a return, serving as the claimed "ribbon". The aft body (61) may serve 
as the claimed "minor body". Here, the minor body includes a portion of the crown and 
at least a portion of the "hosel section". In other words, that portion of the forward 
section (60), which includes the aperture (59), may be considered to be a portion of the 
hosel section. As to claims 6 and 7, Cackett provides that the forward and aft bodies 
may be either metallic or non-metallic in construction. See column 8, lines 6-22 and 
column 9, lines 8-27. As to claim 9, see the volume measurements listed in TABLE 
ONE. 

Response to Arguments 

In the arguments received 09/29/2006, the applicant acknowledges that the prior 
art reference to Erickson ('129) would normally qualify as prior art under 35 USC 
§1 02(e), but further indicates that Erickson ('129) and the present invention are 
commonly assigned. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the prior art reference to Erickson ('129) 
have been considered and are deemed to be persuasive. The prior art rejections based 
upon Erickson have been overcome. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sebastiano Passaniti whose telephone number is 571- 
272-4413. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday (6:30AM 
- 3:00PM). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eugene L. Kim can be reached on 571-272-4463. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



S.Passaniti/sp 
December 9, 2006 




